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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 1-3,12, 13,14,15,17,21 ,22„23-26,27,28,30,31 ,33,34,38,39,40 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Pernicka et al. in U.S. Patent No. 
5,502,292. Pernicka et al. discloses lap welding a first and second foils of 
approximately the same size that are made of steel (see column 5, lines 51-52) and 
forming a melt pool that extends from the top surface of the first foil to the bottom 
surface of the second foil (see figure 2) and scanning the laser beam relative to the 
workpiece (see column 4, lines 24-26). Regarding claim 3, the clamps 20 are 
considered to be a thermally conductive top plate since they are disclosed as acting as 
a heat sink (see column 4, lines 38-46). Regarding claims 12,13,39 and 40, Pernicka et 
al. discloses using a shield gas of nitrogen or helium (which is a known noble gas) (see 
column 5, lines 13-15). 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 4,6,7 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Pernicka et al. in view of Sanjeu et al. in U.S. Patent No. 6,359,252. Sanjeu et al. 
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teaches the equivalence of continuous wave laser welding and using a pulsed laser to 
laser weld workpieces together (see abstract and column 4, lines 34-61 ). It would have 
been obvious to adapt Pernicka et al. in view of Sanjeu et al. to use a continuous wave 
laser as a functionally equivalent method of laser welding the workpieces together. 

5. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pernicka 
et al. in view of Sanjeu et al. as applied to claim 4 above, and further in view of Haruta 
et al. in U.S. Patent No. 5,347,528 and Nied et al. in U.S. Patent No. 4,906,812. Haruta 
et al. teaches using an optical fiber with a pulse Nd:YAG laser for welding. Nied et al. 
teaches that an Nd:YAG laser with a continuous beam may be coupled to an optical 
fiber (see column 3, lines 39-45). It would have been obvious to adapt Pernicka et al. in 
view of Sanjeu et al and Haruta et al. and Nied et al. to provide an optical fiber to send 
the laser beam to the workpiece so that a complicated mirror system is not required. 

6. Claims 8,15,16 and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pernicka et al. in view of Sanjeu et al. as applied to claims 6 and 14 
above, and further in view of Chubarov etal. in U.S. Patent No. 4,317,981. Chubarov 
teaches controlling the velocity of the scanning in dependence upon a measured 
temperature of the workpiece. It would have been obvious to adapt Pernicka et al. in 
view of Sanjeu et al. and Chubarov et al. to provide this to vary the velocity of the laser 
beam in dependence upon the temperature so that the welding process is substantially 
consistent over the entire seam. 

7. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pernicka 
et al. in view of Sanjeu et al. as applied to claim 6 above, and further in view of Aoki et 
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al. in Japan Patent No. 3-60,883. Aoki et al. teach lowering the speed of the scanning 
(slew rate) at the ends of the workpiece to prevent cracking. It would have been 
obvious to adapt Pernicka et al. in view of Sanjeu et al. and Aoki et al. to reduce the 
speed of the slew rate to prevent cracks at the edges of the workpiece. 

8. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pernicka 
et al. in view of Sanjeu et al. as applied to claim 4 above, and further in view of 
Nakamura in Japan Patent No. 9-85,477. Nakamura teaches monitoring the 
temperature of the workpiece during lap welding and controlling the laser power in 
dependence upon the temperature (e.g. see paragraph 15). It would have been 
obvious to adapt Pernicka et al. in view of Sanjeu et al. and Nakamura to provide this so 
that the welding process is consistent. 

9. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pernicka 
et al. in view of Sanjeu et al. as applied to claim 4 above, and further in view of Harada 
et al. in Japan Patent No. 59-144,587. Harada et al. teaches varying the laser power 
near the ends of the weld to increase weld strength. It would have been obvious to 
adapt Pernicka et al. in view of Sanjeu et al. and Harada et al. to provide this to 
increase weld strength. 

10. Claims 18,19 and 32, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Pernicka in view of Haruta et al. in U.S. Patent No. 5,347,528. Haruta et al. 
teaches using an optical fiber (element 21 ) to deliver the energy to a head. It would 
have been obvious to adapt Pernicka in view of Haruta et al. to provide this to avoid the 
use of a complex mirror system. 
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1 1 . Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Pernicka in view of Kawamura et al. in U.S. Patent No. 7,018,260. Kawamura et al. 
teaches using semiconductor diodes with a wavelength of 808 nm for welding (See 
column 9, lines 35-40). It would have been obvious to adapt Pernicka in view of 
Kawamura et al. to provide this to take advantage of semiconductor diodes known high 
level of efficiency. Adjusting the power level of the lasers for a welding application is 
considered a matter of engineering choice in the absence of evidence of unexpected 
results. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Geoffrey S. Evans whose telephone number is (571)- 
272-1 174. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 7:30AM to 4:00 PM 
(flexible). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tu Hoang can be reached on (571)-272-4780. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 

Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 

published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 

Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 

For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 

you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 

Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 

USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 

system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Geoffrey S Evans/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3742 



